some restrictions are certainly necessary. In the first place, if 0 <£Ín> 1/w, we can clearly choose £Ín) so that | (l/«)/(£íB))| is greater than any assigned number. It is then suggested that the most obvious choice is ^ -k/n, and with this restriction they establish: Theorem 2.1. Let f(x) be positive and tend steadily to <x> as x tends to zero. Let J"¡j"(x)dx be convergent. Then lim -Z f (-)=(£ J(x)dx.
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The proof rests on the fact that for all n,
while the difference between the two sums in (2.1) is (2-2) tMt)-*»}-That the limit of (2.2), as »-»<», is zero, follows from the well known result that if f(x) steadily increases as x decreases and flf(x)dx is convergent, then \\mx^o+xf(x) =0. From this the conclusion is immediate.
It appears that the following extension of the above theorem is new, although the theorem is quite elementary. 
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Proof. Define and Then An = -tf(Ún))^Bn.
n k=i But, clearly, lim"," An = limn^x Bn = ¿flf(x)dx, and our conclusion follows.
A sharper criterion, in order that the relation
should hold whenever the improper integral on the right is convergent, has been given by Wintner [3] in the following result: and our conclusion follows. It should be noted that a number of theorems are available in the "converse" direction, that is, in which the convergence of the improper integral ¿flf(x)dx follows from the knowledge of the existence of Iimí_o+e2»«ái /(Me)-Ln this paper, however, we are not concerned with such results.
3. A pattern integral theorem. To hope for a complete extension of Theorem 1.1 to improper integrals of the form ß\f(x)dx is too much. Counter examples are not difficult to construct. For example, see §5 of the paper by Bromwich and Hardy [2] .
The following theorem partially extends the earlier results. 
